planning, but they are a poor tool for evaluation.
Only in a few instances are substantive, long-range, or cumulative effects of federal programs examined. As we in Austin ISO have struggled with federal program evaluation over the years, we have become convinced that such evaluation produces the best information and leads to the best utilization.
An interesting trend in the last few years has been toward what have been called "interpretive analyses," such as:  Impact of Title I; A Decade of Progress (Moore and Turner 1976) ; Limitations of a Standard Perspective on Program Evaluation; The Example of Ten Years of Teacher Corps Evaluation (Fox 1977); Evaluation in the Seventies; What We Have Learned About Program Development and Evaluation (Holley 1977). These reports try to bring together information gained from discrete evaluation efforts either across years or across programs.
HOW ARE EVALUATIONS REPORTED?
Evaluations are reported in a number of ways, both formal and informal. There is probably less uniformity from district to district in reporting than in either budgeting or in activities. Again, it may be illustrative to use the Austin ISD procedures as the center of this discussion of reporting. ESEA Title I involves the most elaborate reporting and is therefore used as the example. The flow of information is charted in Figure C-l.
The school year in Austin runs from July 1 each year to June 30 the following year. Austin's major reports come at the end of the year and the month of June is a hectic, full month of analysis, interpretation, and report writing.  As for all Austin ISD evaluation projects, the Title I evaluation staff prepare a final technical report and a 15-page final report. The technical report consists of appendices covering each data collection effort.  It is long and voluminous; only a few copies are produced. The 15-page report goes into a book called Findings Volume. The short report is the major communication vehicle about the project. It covers the essential results first, then describes the project and the evaluation and provides some discussion of the results. This short report evolved from our growingctives as arbitrary and insufficient as standards for evaluation. After far too
